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that col lege and high school ballots lack construct ive comments , lack 
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By Jeff Przybylo 
Northwest Missouri State University. 

Most Individual Events coaches are familiar with the following scene. It is Monday 
afternoon (or a van ride home) and students are reading their ballots. Some of them are 
^ nearly blank. Most have no constructive advice. Others are very complimentary, but have 

low ranks ("Great Job" rank-6). The student comes to the coach and says, "I do not 
W understand vyhy I received these ranks. There is nothing here that tells me how I can 

improve." Quite often the coach is at a loss for a response. Other times the coach feels guilty 
because the ballots they wrote the past weekend were not much better. This may sound like a 
sweeping generalization about IE ballots, but it is not. The great majority of ballots currently 
being written lack constructive criticism and justification of ranking. The irony of the 
situation is that these items seem to be what students crave the most. 

Ballots serve are large role in the educational process of college forensic students. They are 
not just a method of deciding who gets what trophy. They are a tool for improvement. And 
in terms of competition they are a means of explaining WHY a student was ranked as they 
were. 

The purpose of the current research is aimed at proving that many judges on the 
college and high school level are writing sub-par ballots, discuss why this is occurring, and to 
provide suggestions for improvement. 

METHOD 

150 high school and 274 college ballots were randomly selected for this research. The high 
school ballots were obtained from 3 tournaments in each of the following states: Missouri, 
Iowa, and, Kansas. The College ballots were obtained from 2 tournaments in Illinois, 1 in 
Minnesota, 2 in Nebraska, 1 in Kansas, and 2 in Missouri. All ballots were written between 
September 1993 and March of 1995. Nearly equal amounts of ballots were selected from each 
— state. No judge was represented more than once in each sample. Each comment on each 

^ individual ballot was evaluated by two teams of coders and put into on of 7 categories or types 

^ of comments. The final results were consistent among the teams (+or- 3%) The types are as 

\J« follows. „^n.r.r„-. rL,,f U S. OtMRTIlltNT or tOOCATlON 
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DEFINITION OF TYPES OF COMMENTS USED IN PRELIMINARY 

RESEARCH 



Positive Comments (PC)- Positive comments are those that praise the student's work, but are 
not specific or constructive. They are quite often very short. 

EXAMPLES: *Good job 

♦Great introduction 
♦Nice work 
♦Solid transitions 

Positive Constructive Comments (PCC)-Positive constructive comments are those that 
complement or praise the student's work, but unlike positive comments are specific or provide 
constructive advice. 

EXAMPLES: *You do a nice job supporting your speech. Your sources are very credible. 

♦Your introduction sets up the speech well, especially your creative preview. 
♦It is obvious that you have put in a great deal of work. Tighten up your 
second point and this speech will be even stronger than it already is. 
♦Your transitions make this speech very easy to follow. 

Negative Comments (NC)-Negative comments criticize, are discouraging, are not constructive 
and are not specific. In fact, they are often destructive. 

EXAMPLES: ♦This speech stinks. 

♦Introduction is not effective. 
♦You have a lot of work to do. 
♦Need transitions. 



Negative Constructive Conmients(NCC)-Negative constructive Comments are of a negative 
nature but are encouraging, specific, constructive and end on a positive note. 

EXAMPLES: *Your preview & transitions are very confusing. They hurt the overall effect of 
your speech. Rethink these areas and your speech will be greatly improved. 
♦Your introduction does not establish social relevancy. Give this aspect some 
thought and your introduction will be very effective. 

*It appears that your need to put a bit more time into the delivery of this 
speech, work on more confident memorization, slow the pace down, and vary 
your volume for emphasis. These improvements will make this speech 
very effective, 

*Your quick delivery pace makes some of your words hard to hear. Slow 
down so we can hear this well written speech. 

Personal Comnients(PER)-Personal comments are those not associated with the speech or the 
performance. 

EXAMPLES: *Congratu]ations on making finals. 
♦Those are neat shoes. 
♦Tell your sister I said, "Hello". 
♦I love this play. 

Justification of Rank (JOR)- Justification of rank comments explain to the student why they 
received the rank and/or rate that they received. 

EXAMPLES: ♦The top two were close. I gave you second because your topic was not as 
socially relevant as John Smith's. 

♦Your poor memorization and lack of research forced me to rank you as 

fourth in this particular round. 
♦John Smith's and your speech were both equally well written, however I could 
not overtook the significant amount of stumbles in your delivery. 

Sloppy Conunent (SC)-A sloppy comment is one in which the penmanship is so poor that the 
comment can not be read. 

Comments Phrased as Questions(CPQ)- Questions to the student for the purpose of motiving 
the student to think more about a certain aspect of their speech. 

EXAMPLES: ♦Why is your introduction so brief? 

♦Have you ever thought about re-cutting this piece? 
♦Why does the doctor character speak so softly? 
♦Do you think that your second solution is realistic? 
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DISCUSSION 

The following pages contain reactions and discussion of this research 
by: 

Craig Brown- Director of Forensics At Kansas State University 

. Jeff Przybylo- Assistant Director of Forensics at Northwest Missouri 
State University 

Celeste Devore- Assistant Director of Forensics at The University of 
Northern Iowa 

Robert Betts- Director of Forensics at RockVally Community College 
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Re&ponse and Discussion by Craig Brown 
Director of Individual Events 
Kansas State Univezrsity 

In my inind^ the nature of ballot writing in high school and 
collegiate contests differs considerably. So I would like to split 
my responses and comments between the two areas, based on the data 
from this study. 

High School Ballots 

The mean number of comments and the preponderance of Positive 
Comments on high school ballots doesn't surprise me. I think it 
points to several features of high school competition that bear 
discussing. 

First, I am interpreting these results as reflecting the large 
number of judges without experience on the high school circuit. 
The traditional joke is that one of your judges in high school will 
be the bus driver. So it is not surprising that there are few 
comments and that those comments are dominated by essentially feel- 
good-but-useless comments. Based on my experiences in Kansas and 
Missouri, the vast majority of judges during the regular season are 
not well versed in what is going on. At the most, they are parents 
who will judge three times over three years until their child 
graduates from high school. 

Two things could be done to help. Obviously, judging clinics 
before the tournament would help. I know some high schools do 
this. But based on the data, either they are not doing it enough, 
or they are doing it poorly. 

However, I would think the main improvement could be easily 
made by having more high school coaches actually judge. Because I 
am used to the college norms, I expect to judge at tournaments. 
But in my experience, most high school coaches don't judge and 
actively avoid it. 

For example, when teaching in Missouri at a regional 
university, I was advised that we probably shouldn't offer to host 
a tournament since we wouldn't have enough judges. When I pointed 
out that number of coaches that could judge, I was immediately 
corrected by a current high school coach and a former coach ♦ "We 
don't judge." 

I could surmise various reasons for thii'i, but none that are 
persuasive. Only in high school forensics is our judging pool 
dominated by lay volunteers. We use music instructors for music 
contests, certified scorers for gymnastics and state accredited 
referees for basketball and football. But in forensics, we will 
take almost any warm body off the street. We wait until districts, 
state or nationals before we start to insure an adequate pool of 
judges . 
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The message we are sending is that the regular season isn't as 
important, so why should the ballots be as important? 

Maybe this is not the norm in other states. I hope not. but 
if we are really concerned with improving the quality of judging 
and ballot comments, I would encourage coaches to get out of the 
lounge and judge. Lay judges are wonderful volunteers, but as the 
data indicates, their ballotr are not as instructive as they could 
be. 

Of course, one way to test this assumption would be to run 
this study again either in a state where coaches judge a lot, or at 
a tournament that makes an effort to have a qualified judging pool. 
But until then, my assumption is that coaches would write better 
ballots and so they should naturally judge more than they do on the 
high school circuit. 

College Ballots 

I have to admit, when I first heard of the study and again 
when I perused the results, my reaction was, "Please don't use thrt: 
one ballot I wrote. It was a late round at the end of a long swing 
and 1 was tired and cranky." Just like our students aren't always 
proud of their performances, I am sure we are not always proud of 
our ballots. Any attempt to examine our ballot writing with the 
intent of improving the experience is to be commended. I am glad 
Jeff Przybylo and John Rude initiated this study. 

However, I would like to offer a counterpoint to their 
assumption that ballot comments aren't useful. Appreciated in 
context, most ballots are useful and the current push for a 
justification of ranking, while good intentioned, is not the cure 
all that it seems. 

First, there are some problems with the assumptions made about 
the usefulness of the categories. The study assumes that Positive 
Comments (PC), Negative Comments (NC) and Comments Phrased as 
Questions (CPQ) are not constructive. The implication is that 
these comments are not useful. 

The problem that I have with this assumption is that it takes 
comments purely at face value. However, I think an honest ballot 
reading gets a lot more from these comments than their face value. 

For example, "Great introduction," tells me that the judge 
liked, and depending on how they wrote the comment, even loved the 
intro. Yes, the judge didn't give specifics, but maybe the judge 
didn't have specifics. The same with the "Introduction is not 
effective," comment. We know that we have a problem. Based on 
what we know of what works and doesn't work, a particular judge ''s 
likes and dislikes, or even the vagaries of the performance in that 
round, I assume that my students and I can figure out what needs 
help or what we are doing right. 



In other words, 1 look at ballot comments and read between the 
lines. I encourage the competitors to do so. as well. Because of 
time, tact, lack of tact and an inability to express in detail a 
comment, I don't expect all comments to fall into the Positive or 
Negative constructive comments (PCC or NCC) categories. So we read 
between the lines. 

The CPQs are an excellent example of this. All four examples 
listed are indicating a problem with the performance or text. And 
even more importantly, they may be examples of people trying to 
tactfully criticize. I know that I use qualifiers to tone down the 
nature of comments all of the time^ Instead of r.aying, "This needs 
more evidence , " 1 often would write , "This needs a bit more 
evidence." The distinction is subtle, but it reflects a tone that 
I am trying to convey. In that respect, CPQs can be seen as a way 
to make a suggestion without it sounding like an oriler. 

This becomes especially relevant when we consider how many of 
our students react to criticism that is not flattering. It is so 
easy to get ego involved with the comments you receive. However, 
most judges don't mean the comments to be taken personally. So one 
way to avoid that problem is to qualify comments in some way. And 
when I interpret ballots, I often see CPQs that way. 

However, the one big difference that I stress betwt^en high 
school and college is the issue of maturity and ballots. If you 
want to get better, you need negative comments. I would hope that 
they are expressed tactfully, but 1 know that under the heat of the 
moment, they sometimes aren't. But again, we need to read between 
the lines and take the ballots in context. 

So when faced with NCs, I am not always sure they are 
destructive. I would never write "This speech stinks," and I would 
consider it destructive. But sometimes students need a raw dose of 
reality and I would have no problem with the other three NC 
examples listed. 

For example, at nationals we had a ballot essentially 
repeating the "You have a lot of work to do" comment. Since this 
was an individual who was not word-for-word memorized, and who was 
shaky at times in how they extemped the prepared event, I was glad 
to see the comment. It wasn't necessarily nice, but it was 
appropriate and accurate, in context, the comment was useful to me 
as a coach. 

I hate "Good Job-6" ballots as much as the next person. But 
I am not so sure that the majority of our ballots are as useless as 
we may think. The main problem with the way students use ballots, 
in my opinion, is that they are looking for proof that they are 
excellent performers or that the judge who screwed them is an 
idiot. 

As much as the nature of ballot comments are a problem, we 
cannot discount how we choose to read those comments. 
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Second, JOF, or justification of rank, will not automatically 
erase all doutrt for the student « While I generally like a JOF on 
the ballot, it is rare that I really think that there was one thing 
that made a difference. As subjective as forensics is, I honestly 
believe that most ranking are due to multiple-causality. Now I can 
put one thing that made a difference, but doest that really help? 

If anything, it can mislead a competitor to think, "Ok, he 
wanted more sources in my extemp, I'll give him more and I'll win 
the roiind." However, maybe the source issue was one of several 
concerns, or even more likely, the next time around, there may be 
another problem that has nothing to do with sources. 

While I understand the attractiveness of JOFs, I think they 
also are an over-simplification of what happens in a round with six 
different competitors. They can be useful, but they should not be 
seen as the answer for students. Ballots are best appreciated 
holistically. In fact, I try not to get that excited in general 
over any one ballot or even one tournament. I think taking the 
long view is ultimately the more useful course. 

SuBioary 

Maybe it is because I am basically an optimist and because I 
see our collegiate ballots in comparison to high school ballots, 
but I generally don't have a problem with the bulk of ballots I 
read. There is always room for improvement. I know that I always 
have a round or two where I almost want to apologize and explain my 
ballots. And if nothing else, I believe research of this nature 
makes us more aware of how our ballots are received. But when 
assessing the current state of IE ballots, I am on the whole 
comfortable . 

Still I do have three suggestions. First, if you have 
assistant coaches, talk to them about their ballots. Help them 
write the kind of ballots you would want to receive. When I was in 
grad school, none of my "bosses" ever talked about ballots. We are 
teaching the future generation of coaches, and we should include 
ballots as part of the curriculum. 

Second, talk to students about how to read ballots and then 
how to write them when they judge high school tournaments and/or 
college tournaments. Sometimes, collegiate competitors write the 
meanest high school ballots. We can do something to help deter 
this. 

And finally, we should keep talking formally like this session 
and informally at tournaments. That's where we find out what 
someone really meant and we discover that one of our comments was 
misunderstood. By keeping this discussion alive among ourselves, 
we can create truly useful and educational ballots and everyone 
will benefit as a result. 
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DISCUSSION/REACTION. 
JEFF PRZYBYLO 

NORTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 

I was not surprised by the results of this study. In fact, these anticipated results were 
the reason I initiated this research My reaction will address first, the problems that 
this research seems to point to, second, what I believe may be contributing factors to 
these prd)lems, and finally some suggestions for overall ballot writing improvement. 

On the college circuit, I see a lack of effort to make constructive comments (those that 
suggest HOW to improve or WHY something is "great"). I do realize that non- 
constructive comments (PC & NC) can be valuable, but currently judges depend upon 
them far too much. They are quite often vague or used to just "fill space" . I would 
rather read a ballot with one strong constructive comment that can help my student 
improve his/her speech, than one with 10 comments that are "fluff' or vaguely 
negative. It seems that in some cases judges are more concerned with filling the 
ballot than with helping the student. Quite often judges have lost sight of what we are 
here for and that is to share our expertise with students. In addition, a lack of 
justification or rank (JOR) is obvious. If one was to ask any forensics student what 
they want to see on a ballot, I would guess that 90% would reply, " I want to know 
why I received this rank." JOR would satisfy this need. I realize that there is much 
more to ballot writing than JOR, but it should be included. It is what our students 
want. I do not understand why there is such a resistance to this. I have even received 
ballots lat ask for JOR with that spot left blank. Overall, on the college circuit I see a 
lack of constructive comments, a lack of concern for quality, and a lack of JOR . 

On the high school circuit, the problem seems obvious. A lack of quality, a lack of 
quantity, and an over abundance of fluff. The results of this study prove all three. 
65% of high school comments are positive and non-constructive (fluff)- I call these fluff 
because they just passify the students. They do not suggest improvement. In addition, 
the average number of comments is 3.8 per ballot. It seems that high school judges just 
want to get home. They make a few comments that tell the student what was "nice" 
and then move on. They do not provide suggestion for improvement, JOR, or negative 
reactions. All three of which would enhance the education of high school students and 
make them more effective communicators. 

In my eyes, there seems to be three major causes for these problems. Our judges are 
often lazy, they are often poorly trained, and t'nere is a lack of discussion about these 
issues. I know we all have had bad days or late rounds when our ballots are sub-par, 
but the results of this study indicate that this is not the exception. It seems to me that 
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there are not enough judges that put in an exceptional effort. Our students deserve 
exceptional ballots. In addition, there is not enough of an effort to train our judges. It 
is the responsibly of the tournament directors make sure judges know what is expected 
of them. And it is not just hired judges. I believe that there is not enough discussion 
among coaches and graduate assistants concerning what is expected of them. This all 
relates to the lack of discussion on this issue. When a person says, "O* yes, I can 
j^idge for you," we assume they are going to be responsible and that they know what 
they are doing. This is not the case. We discuss and complain among our own teams, 
but rarely do we express our concerns to tournament directors and coaches that hire and 
train judges. 



The situation is not bleak. Overall, the state of ballot writing is not at an "all time 
low**. However, problems do exist. The following are suggestion to improve ballot 
writing. They will by no means solve every problem, but are proposed as suggestions 
to push thing is the right direction. 

1 . When we organize tournaments print "Justification of Rank" at the bottom of the 
ballot. This will force judges to provide students with the main reasons why they 
finished the way that they did in the round. This will also force lay judges to give 
more thought to their rankings. The mere fact that they are asked to justify the rank 
may motivate them to give their rank mere thought. 

2. Every tournament should include a "Hired Judges Meeting". This meeting should be 
required. Items that should be covered should include: how to fill out the ballot, time 
signals, time limits, expectations, and issues such as those discussed in this study. I 
know that many judges put up resistance to these meeting. They should be scheduled 
right before the first round and should last 15-20 minutes. If we start to include these 
meeting at all tournaments we can work to make them the norm. At Northwest, we 
have one at every tournament. They have been brief and extremely beneficial. In fact, 
I have had many judge thank me for the opportunity to ask questions and inquire about 
new trends on procedures. 

3. As coaches we need to educate the people that we bring to tournament as judges. 
Parents, grad students, faculty, bus drivers, & alumni that we choose to represent our 
teams' need to be made aware of what is expected of them on ballots. We need to take 
responsibility for our judges. 

4. High School tournaments should attempt to get away from using parents and bus 
drives as judges. Get creative. Call local colleges. Quite often they can send college 
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students from their Forensic Programs or Speech Classes. Contact alumni with 
forensics experience. Remember all it takes is a little effort. 

5. As "hard nosed" as it sounds, you need to consider sending copies of poor ballots 
back to tournament directors. This is the only way for them to find the problems in 
their judging pool and correct them. If we know who is not effective as judges, we can 
work to educate them and turn them into effective and valuable members of the 
forensics world. 

6. Finally, we need to continue to discuss these issues. If we continue to discuss 
problems with colleagues, we can work towards solving them. 
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Aner reviewing ine resuiis oi mis siuay. my iirst reaction was mat t "was noi 
surpnsea oy me perceniage ouicomes. aeverai oaiiois mai our siuaenis ana sian 
reaa are composea wim eimer posnve commems mai are noi consisieni wim me rann. 
or negative commems mai oniy aevaiue siuaenis leenngs ot wonn. ana increase 
proDiems oi coniiaence. 

liecause me nature ot tnis activity is Dotn eaucationai ana competitive, one 
wouia assume tnat as juages. our criterion tor evaluation wouia oe someming tnat 
oaiances ootn ot inese aspects, unionunateiy, tnis siuay proviaes eviaence tnat tne 
"current state ot it oaiiots is not a proactive one. ana tnat we as evaiuaters ao not 
nave a stanoara set ot criterion wnen evaluating our siuaents. 

UDviousiy. tne evaluation process is suDjeciive. ana tnis win never cnange. but 
pemaps we nave given tne juaging communniy to mucn personal treeaom. Most 
oaiiois leave a large open space lor comments, out ao not give any suggestions as to 
"wnat to write on me oaiiots. inus we maKe comments now we want to wimout any set 
stanoara. however, me positive siae to tne current status ot oaiiot construction is tnat it 
creates a sense ot variety ana aiiiows siuaents to see tne wiae range ot preterences 
oy juoges. 

m tneory. me most eneciive oaiiots are mose tnat presence a cnange wnicn 
wouia aavise tne stuaent on now to ennance nis/ner penormance. i wouia argue tnat 
mis proactive approacn is not utmzea as oiten aue to tne tact tnat constructive criticism 
IS a aitiicuit process, it taKes time, ana it laKes mucn more concentration on tne juoge s 
pan. remaps witn me intensity ot scneauies ana tne lacK ot Knowieoge comoinea 
create a situation wnere some juoges ao not nave tne aoiiity to aavocate cnange on 
tne oaiiots. 

inaaaition. as a coacn. wnat aisturos me tne most wnen reaaing stuaent 
oaiiots is wnen i come across one tnat is eitner an positve or negative, out aoes 
aosoiuieiy notning to neip tne stuaent grow, wnat is most qistresstui is wnen inese 
oaiiot types seem to aiways appear witn our "less taientea siuaents. but stop ana 
tninK aoout tne last time you juagea someone v>ino was not as taientea as you wouia 
nave iiKea. remaps tne penormer was just oonng. uonsiaer tne types ot comments 
you maae to tnat person, uonsiaer now mucn time you spent trying to neip tnat person 
grow. NOW. compare your oaiiot tor mat less taientea speaKer. to me oaiiot you wrote 
tor last year s National unampion in Aner Omner bpeaKing. uia you teei yourseii 
navmg to "worK a intie naroer in your comments? uia you teei yourseit wanting to 
justity any negative criticismv 

1 Know tnat i nave iworKea a lot naraer tor someone i am evaluating wno nas 
proven tneir taients. nowever. it seems so ironic tnat tne stuaents wno seem to neea 
tne most criticism are tne ones wnose oaiiots are onen amoiguous. general ana even 
ruae at times, creating more narm tnan gooa. 

It IS ODVious tnat some cnanges neea to occur . Speciiic anention is given to tne 
notion 01 ■•justiiication tor ranK wnicn seems to oe pan ot me researcners suggestion 
tor cnanging tne current state ot it oaiiots. i nave mixeo reviews tor )ustitication ot 
ranK. i oeiieve mat it juages ao ineir joos tne reason tor ranK snouia oe cieariy 
unaerstooa on tne oaiioi. 5>ymDois oy cenam comments or unaenining sentences can 



aiso give siuaenis an inaicaiion as lo wnai commenis were me mosi imponani. 

I am noi an aavocaie oi creaiing a space on ine oaiioi mat states: piease 
inaicate reason lor ranK oecause i leei ime a am oniy repealing my comments irom 
Deiore ana mus locusmg on me quanmy ot comments as oppos6a to ine quaiiiy. 
I ao oeiieve mat m oraer lo improve me current state oi it oaiiois. ii lies in me 
responsiDiiity ot eacn university or coiiege. a oaiioi is a representation oi your 
msiiiution s rorensic pniiosopny. 

A pan 01 mis representation comes trom any nirea juages we utilize, eitner 
wnen nosiing a tournament, or onnging one aiong wim our teams wnen we travet. 
mrea juages are onen siereoiypeo as "inexperiencea. Aitnougn at times we may 
oecome cesperaie enougn to grao me aepanment s custoaian to juage a rouna. tne 
screening ot nirea juages neeas to oe a very speciiic process, ii tne juages nave 
nmnea expenence. we neea to locus on tne types oi commenis we want representing 
our universities ana colleges, we couia even give mem examples oi wnai our sian 
consiaers a oaa oaiioi ana "a gooa oaiior trom actual oaiiois siuaenis nave 
receivea. 

I nis past semester our team iraveiea to hipon Wisconsin s iirst tournament. 
ADOui tnree aays aiter we got nome. meir uirecior oi horensics sent oui lo every scnooi 
aitenaing a post -tournament reviev/. Aitnougn me purpose oi mis review was to 
ODiain leeaoacK oecause it was meir iirsi lournameni . i reaiiy iiKea me laea oi 
reviewing specnic aspects oi tne tournament, line tne juaging pool. An enective way to 
see ir peopie anenaing your lournamenis were nappy wim ine oaiiois wouia oe to 
conauci a post-tournament review mat locuses on me juages ana oaiiois. 

in summary, mere is ooviousiy concern lor tne state ot itf oaiiois in our lorensic 
communiiy. i nis siuay inaicaies mat we as a communmy simpiy neea to review wnat 
me tmponance ot a oaiiot is ana now we warn our university or coiiege to oe 
represeniea. i ao oeiieve mat tne most eiiective strategy avaiiaoie tor siuaent growin 
is to pose questions lo siuaenis on oaiiois. especially aner a negative commeni. ii 
allows me siuaeni lo tninK criiicaiiy aooui meir ov;n penormance ana lorces mem to 
maKe specmc cnoices giving mem sometning speciiic to consiaer. 
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THE LACK OF CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM IN COLLEGE AND HIGH SCHOOL 

INDIVIDUAL EVENTS BALLOTS 

BOB BETTS 
ROCK VALLEY COLLEGE 

wh«»« °^ ^? ""^"^^ frustrating moments occurs 

when a student receives a low rank with little or no 

t^Ttvel?' Si "° direction give^ io improve 

in r.?2^!2 the Student is uncertain on what to work on 

iSnSS ^® Unfortunately, I have 

found this to be a coaiDon occurrence with ballot^ at 

JSo'^SSS2Jfi.?,';f°^^-^^f nation (including nationals). Lost in 
the conpetitive spirit of who gets the "l" is how these 
students can improve. This is^'supposed to be the pSint of 
Forensics competition. In this paper I will use m? oJ5n 

R^^rvlnl? State UnivI?si?y°:Sd now 

Rocx valley College to answer the question, "How can we 
AffiDT^ iiie .quality of Individual Events b4lI5tg.H ^ 

The results of this research were not at all surorisi'XT 
''t®'' "^"^^^ of comments given? The rSea?-h 

ai?en ner^L??«?°^^?^?>,^H^°^^' ^^^^ ^ust Snde?^^^ 

ballot. I think a study of the "coach judges^ 
would show on average a few more comments, and a few less for 
hired judges, one of the really important issues here il thS 
?n5™^"^°£ ^"^"^ judges. There afe some outstanding MrS 
or bo?h ?n ItnZ competitors, former coaShes 

SSfiSS;?;^^ ^K^^*.*?^?!^ however, individuals who don't really 
activity are asked to judge because the ^ 
htJ^S ?LSL^°^«"^^?f ^^^^"9 a tough time finding enough 
SiffL^'' 9^^* f^^^ t^is problem, and with a bit 

Better prior planning can improve the quality. As for the 
mean number Of comments , thil often defends oA who the j2?ge 
IS, or in other words, what was the quality of these 

research, there are a couple 
firS? ™?5\£°J numbers on constructive comments. The 

1^ P^°?lf? with time constraints. Many 

? n2^S ^^?f as as time goes. 

J;,??^^ S^y^ ^® all the constructive things I 

?nJ?„=?c''''^?®; especially in an event like Communication 
Analysis. Judges need to pick their spots so that the 

Si?f LSivH i^r?/^^^"^ contact^lroS th^? but 
fesieciaffi ballot. Secondly, I think some judges 

(especially hired) are unsure how to improve an event. Thev 

?K^S"^^ ^^'^ ''52 strongest delive??, bu? beyoSd^ 

that there is uncertainty. This poses a problem sense 
delivery and content should be judged in Sy opinion It 

^^^^ negative comments on a 

hlllll a? I'^ftt^^i^^ ^! • '''slin, the student is not 

^ all by this type of procedure. 

c,r^z.«^Pi:® brings up the question on whether a judge at a 
SS^n^?^,^?''^?^"®''*' ^^S^l'^ interested in-^ oullitv or 

quantity? In my mind, this is kind of a false dichoto my! 



^2^^' is no reason why you cannot write 

fftl'-U coMnents and still "fill up an entire ballot." i 

KoiS ftS^f"*^?^^ people have trouble writing comments 

^J^SfS.^i"^?? 2^ ^ ballot. I find at least half of my 
students ballots consisting of connents only on the fJcnt 
^flitv "^^^'^ v.e cannot achieve both tSe 

Sch sheet. * ^^""5 niynber of comments on 

Unfortunately it is hard to have the quality that we 
want without a justification of rank. Thefe have been some 
?rSS«%S^o^?:i^" ^ justification of raL, bul ttth lilt 
i^oSffS i-?®^^"^^' ?^^d°esn't catch on everywhere. The 
?fSv t.i^ many judges argue their comments justify 

Sn^;^,Jf?!^ '"^ experience, this just is not the cise. Len 
frSD^F^v^^^® comments on a ballot don't let the student know 

iS«?if?^f?si;;''^/" ^° ^^^^^^ the round? T 

l^""^ the student think back to the 

tl ht ??nkpS'-SLn^°''JK^^®/^^"9^.^!j®y caused them 

Shich ?h2^^««2 ?; •^^'i^ ^'^'^^^^ ^° criteria with 

^?f® decision. Yes, there will still be 

aiffering criterion for who gets the "1" in various events 
fo^ V"^ "^''^ time What yoS SrflSoking 

5^,^;^ ?^^?f judges job more difficult after the 

"SJ bSt^?S?!^i?^;rj?^^^^^ ^ ^ ^^"^^"t received a certain 

• extra time is necessary if we really believe 

Forensics is an educational activity. i««»xj.y ceiieve 

R^.nr^,^?™.."''?^®^^^^^^*?^^*^ than jumping on the "Justification 

?Lif ^determining how It can be implemented. I 
^ti^.^lt T?®^® l^^i^l ^° ^® ^ national movement to 
require it on ballots. I hate prescription as much as the 

b^t this will really help the quality of ballots 
It^^iXl i'^^"'^? individual tournaments refused^to take 
ballots without a reason for rank, a trend may begin. It 

niiLSfiw^^S l"-"^^^^ requir4ment for ballo?! ^ 

SSJin^^^' ^""^ s®^^ it as an aid to students, what 

coach can argue against it. wnat 

On the flip side of the justification of rank 
controversy, many :,udges write comments which were labeled in 
this research as strictly positive or negative? TheSe 

^""^ not constructive, but rathS?, praise KSIents 
(positive comments) or tell students they don't like 
some part of what they are doing (negatiJe comments? it 
would be easy to say that these^cimmlnts ha52 p?ice in 
Forensics, but that is simply not the case. Espe?itl?y Sith 
Novice competitors, simple praise from a judge who can tell 

S;d^eSL?JTi5^2^iX ^t^k' ^'^^^^ )cnow\iw I?e s?uSSts are, 
and especially with the beginning competitor, she/he iust 
wants to know that they arS imprSving. In this Say positive 
5oSSa"s?Jo^?^ ^ vital. functioS to enhance Se sefPeKl^^o? 
th^?ank i*!^""^?^ °^ positive comments followed by 

Jh?nv ^""^ unprofessional, i don't 

think most positive comments are used in that vein however. 
^->^«,, 15^.? P^^^ comments have a purpose also, as long as 
they don't have a nasty tone. I often find ballots fr5m 



^kI'^Sk! ^fw^^^I^^-^H'^^^^ ^'^^ write to students as if they are 

°' Forensics." Any ballot which serves as a 
wi5L?L«^^^Tn?K''^''^ Forensics is" lesson to students is 
worthless. If they are doing impromptu and you want to 
f2^??«^ unified Analysis instead of Sn Example SpSech? that 
i?^J^?Ki4-*''^^..^^S^^^ i» world did ySu coie up 

oi ?hi^Si 1 of. bounds. It is all il the spirit 
of the ballot. We all want to s,2e our students improve and 

^e^P ^^^^ ^^PP^"' ThrSShing a KSSJnt ?or 
lac? o¥^?h.^?o?SS''^ 5°^ Forensics Eciucated one^is shows a 
lacx of character and compassion however. At their best 
Negative comments can alert students to what parts of th4ir 
event are not "up to snuff." paj^t& or iineir 

comment that is different from the 

SS2n 5i?si fh?Ji^i^^^i? °I} ballots is the Personal ComSent. 
When first thinking about this I thought "l often don't like 
JSnS;h"° r ^ fte^rte^ to thi^k about my balJots 

^ really like a piece someone is doing, or a 
topic they've selected, I let them know, i often . 
?i!;iPJo»nS%?c.^^"^n"^ (especially a Novice) for making a 
SSSL K^S Because this is a communication activity, 

i?e^aoin^ S^'SiSX S^'^k^^ "^^^^^ Personal comments 

are going to happen- this is a very expressive fraternitv 

^^^^"^ " ^iw^ys involved 52 a?; 
all fascinated by different elements of public address 
limited prep and interpretation. When a student rllliy 
connects with you or chooses a topic or script you like it's 
natural to make a comment. f ywu xAA.e, it s 

h«nn?I®K^i' Ui^^ the current state of Individual Events 
pJiiS ?«^KS^/^^^ and miss." i find myself hoping that 
ttlilr.t^^^tJt^lJ^^ students get to see judges^^l ?eally 
So^SSr- ? ^^^l f?" qualiti ballots. Ea^ly in 

woSk^ ^^^^ fin^ ''"t if the topic or pie?e 

works, and how they can communicate it better to the ^ 
audience. I have found myself in the past couple of vears 

nt?ion\rf iiLoS"°^?^ at\ow. limited |rep e?eSts alrSflhe 
nation are lud^^ed. I am a maior advocate of Unified Anaiv«;i«; 
in impromptu and Extemp... ev^n if students do Joifolloi^ 
or SuIlS^S LS^^«^^^"'T^^^^^2E the quotation (impioSptu) 
hSn^v ?o rSJv^ • ^J^'''^ ^^"y judges who are extremely 
Th?S^is rp?Y?5^?J''^""?^ example speech over and over. ^ 
2.^^.^ f ^^t^iy distressing to me, as I try to convince mv 
S^o^r^^ J?^^ * analysis 4m soli?delive?J iS the 

answer. Along those same lines, I don't see how someone can 

•'C?i?» SSwJSi'^S ^^"-y^^t reward a high rank ?S a 
crit ^with great delivery but no real analysis or weak 

The only real way to improve the situation is to 
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establish criteria for each Individual Event. The problem is 
that others will still weigh soae criteria above others so it 
seems pointless. The more regpulation put on ballots, the 
more it hurts the spontaneity of the activity also. The 
truth is that this is still the most fulfilling activity 
offered at our colleges and universities > There is no 
athletic director or campus administrator that could make me 
see otherwise. The beauty of this activity still lives, and 
with the institution not of many prescriptive rules, but 
simply, justification of rank, I think we make a good thing 
better- It will be better from the students perspective 
first and foremost... after all, they are the reason we're 
here. 



HIGH SCHOOL COMMENTS 

The findings on high school ballots were not surprising 
either. From my experience, I think this problem is much 
worse in High School because the quality . of judging is not as 
strong. There are many people who are judging and coaching 
High School Forensics who are English people, just beginning 
to leam the activity. I think High School Forensics is much 
more an activity to build self-esteem since it is such a 
trying time in the students* lives. This explains the large 
percentage of positive comments uncovered in this analysis • 
High school coaches and hired judges rarely justify rank so 
that finding made a lot of sense to me. I think more 
worksho^^s to train high school coaches and judges would help 
the activity greatly. As with anything, the more educated 
the coaches in a certain region become, the more their 
students can learn from Forensics. 



